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not	…	NPI	 ✓	 ✓	 ✓	





Negative	factive	V	…	NPI	 ✓	 ✗	 ✗	
Non	factive	V	…	NPI	 ✗	 ✗	 ✓	
Negative	Adverb	…	NPI	 ✓	 ✓	 ✓	
Possibility	Adverb	…	NPI	 ✗	 ✗	 ✓	
any	in	Question	 ✓	 ✓	 ✓	











































































































































1G	not	…	NPI	 3.91	(0.29)	 	 4.00	(0.00)	 	 3.68	(0.56)	 	
1U	NPI	…	not…	 2.68	(1.13)	 	 3.87	(0.35)	 	 2.32	(1.38)	 	
	 	 	 	 	 	 	
2G	Negative	factive	V	…	NPI	 2.23	(1.11)	 	 3.73	(0.46)	 	 2.88	(1.09)	 	
2U	Non-factive	V	…	NPI	 2.09	(1.30)	 	 3.60	(0.63)	 	 2.12	(1.42)	 	
	 	 	 	 	 	 	
3G	Negative	adverb	…	NPI	 3.36	(0.85)	 	 3.93	(0.26)	 	 2.92	(0.91)	 	
3U	Possibility	adverb	…	NPI	 2.41	(1.50)	 	 3.73	(0.80)	 	 2.52	(1.23)	 	
	 	 	 	 	 	 	
4G	Question	 3.86	(0.36)	 	 3.93	(0.26)	 	 3.84	(0.37)	 	




















	 	 	 	 95%	CI	
	 df	 t	 p	 LL	 UL	
1G	not	…	NPI	v.	1U	NPI	…	not	 21	 4.83	 <.001	 .69	 1.76	
2G	Neg.	factive	…	NPI	v.	2U	Non-factive	…	NPI	 21	 .36	 .359	 –.65	 .93	
3G	Negative	adv.	…	NPI	v.	3U	Possibility	adv.	
…	NPI	
21	 2.67	 .014	 .21	 1.69	

































































































































































































(10) Zhangsan	 jihu	 bu	 mai	 shenme	dongxi/renhe	dongxi		
	 		Zhangsan	 almost	 not	 buy	 what	thing/renhe	thing	
				‘Zhangsan	hardly	buys	anything.’	
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Even	though	English	negative	adverbs	are	classified	as	lexical	semantic	negators,	
strictly	speaking,	Chinese	negative	adverbs	are	not,	as	they	contain	the	explicit	negator	
bu.		Since	Chinese	learners	of	English	are	taught	that	any	is	grammatical	following	not,	
they	might	associate	the	negative	adverbs	with	explicit	negation,	in	association	with	
the	explicit	negator	bu	in	Chinese.	This	could	underpin	the	high	rate	of	acceptance	on	
the	Negative	Adverb	condition,	and	it	could	explain	the	contrast	between	the	Chinese	
and	Arabic	groups,	since	Arabic	negative	adverbials	(e.g.,	belkad	‘barely’)	are	similar	to	
English	and	do	not	incorporate	an	explicit	negation	morpheme.	
	 If	the	higher	accuracy	in	the	Chinese	group	with	Negative	Adverbs	is	due	to	
association	(via	L1	transfer)	of	negative	adverbials	with	an	explicit	negator,	highlighting	
the	negative	meaning	of	negative	adverbs	(and	other	lexical	semantic	negators)	in	
teaching	materials	could	similarly	lead	to	higher	accuracy	in	allowing	any	to	be	
licensed	by	such	forms.	Additionally,	it	could	have	effects	beyond	any,	because	any	is	
not	the	only	word	whose	behaviour	is	dependent	on	the	category	of	negation.	Other	
expressions	whose	distribution	relates	to	negation	include	other	NPIs	such	as	at	all	(10)	
and	minimisers	such	as	a	wink	(11):	
	
(10) 	I	did	not	touch	/	hardly	touched	the	food	at	all.	(Cf.	*I	touched	the	food	at	
all.)	
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(11) 	I	did	not	sleep	/	hardly	slept	a	wink	last	night.	(Cf.	*I	slept	a	wink	last	night.)	
	
The	meaning	of	negation	also	gives	rise	to	subject-verb	inversion	with	some	negative	
adverbials:	
	
(12) 	Not	in	a	million	years	would	I	ever	eat	raw	meat.	(Cf.	*In	a	million	years	
would	I	ever	eat	raw	meat.)	
(13) 	Rarely	did	he	pay	anyone	a	compliment.	(Cf.	*Probably	did	he	pay	anyone	
a	compliment.)	
 
Negation	is	also	implicated	in	the	core	requirement	in	English	for	auxiliary	do	in	verbal	
negation	(14):	
	
(14) I	did	not	take	the	pills	last	night.	(Cf.	*I	took	not	the	pills	last	night)	
	
This	range	of	structures	that	depend	on	negation	is	our	second	reason	for	suggesting	
that	the	meaning	of	negation	should	be	highlighted	in	textbooks.	Presenting	negation	
as	a	meaning-based	category	could	facilitate	learners’	development	across	this	range	
of	structures.	
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It	is	an	empirical	question	worthy	of	future	research	whether	or	not	provision	
of	information	and	practice	on	negation	as	a	meaning-based	category	would	be	
effective.	However,	what	is	uncontroversial	is	that	the	inclusion	of	the	role	of	lexical	
semantic	negation	in	textbook	presentations	on	any	would	be	truer	to	the	full	range	of	
its	use	in	English.	Additionally,	if	the	textbook	rule	for	any	that	relates	to	negation	
referred	to	the	semantic	concept	of	negation	more	broadly,	this	might	be	a	more	
economical	way	to	capture	the	relevant	generalization	for	any.	Drawing	attention	to	
negation	as	a	grammatical	category	might	also	be	helpful	as	a	way	of	appealing	to	
meaning	as	a	driver	of	grammaticality,	and	reduce	the	less	meaningful	(and	incorrect)	
tendency	towards	categorical	collocation.	Recall	that	in	the	survey	of	learners’	
conscious	knowledge	of	rules	for	any,	in	Marsden	et	al.	(2017),	a	number	of	
respondents	made	irrelevant	and	incorrect	claims	about	the	grammaticality	of	any	
depending	on	use	with	mass	or	count	nouns.	From	our	textbook	survey,	it	is	clear	why	
learners	come	to	associate	any	with	the	mass/count	distinction	of	nouns.	While	we	
recognize	the	logic	of	including	any	when	teaching	about	pre-nominal	quantifiers	
(including	articles	and	quantificational	phrases),	unlike	expressions	such	as	a	little,	a	
few,	many,	and	much—which	are	often	presented	in	the	same	section	as	any—the	
linguistic	properties	that	dictate	the	rules	for	any	are	not	related	to	properties	of	
nouns.	Presentation	of	any	that	referred	to	its	relationship	with	the	broad	category	of	
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negation,	incorporating	lexical	semantic	negators	in	addition	to	the	explicit	negator	not,	
would	accurately	capture	its	linguistic	properties,	and	allow	possibilities	for	developing	
learners’	awareness	of	negation	as	a	category	that	plays	a	role	in	a	range	of	structures.	
	
Conclusion	
This	study	has	explored	the	explicit	grammar	rules	available	to	students	via	English	
textbooks,	and	evidence	of	the	ability	to	apply	the	rules.	We	have	found	that	the	
meaning	of	negation	is	overlooked	in	teaching	materials,	and	that	the	textbook	rule	
typically	given	for	the	NPI	any,	is	incomplete.	Despite	this,	our	findings	from	Chinese-
speaking	learners	of	English,	in	addition	to	previous	findings	on	Arabic-speaking	
learners	of	English,	show	that	learners	come	to	know	more	than	the	generalized	rules	
available	in	their	textbooks.	We	do	not	interpret	this	to	mean	that	the	inclusion	of	
explicit	rules	in	textbooks	is	unimportant.	Instead,	we	suggest	that	textbooks	might	
usefully	include	more	linguistically	precise	explanations.	In	the	case	of	the	dependency	
between	any	and	the	meaning	of	negation,	such	explanations	could	be	presented	as	
part	of	an	integrated	approach	to	explanations	of	negation	more	generally,	where	
attention	is	drawn	to	both	explicit	and	lexical	semantic	negators	belonging	to	the	
category	of	negation.	Whether	or	not	such	explanations	could	facilitate	learner	
development	more	effectively	than	current	explanations	is	an	empirical	question.	We	
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conclude	by	noting	that	the	ideal	team	to	conduct	such	research	would	comprise	both	
linguists	and	language	education	researchers	working	together.	
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Notes	
1	Asterisks	*	indicate	ungrammaticality.	
2	See	Whong	et	al.	(2014)	for	a	criticism	of	the	conceptualization	of	linguistic	
properties	in	the	meta-analysis	by	Spada	and	Tomita	(2010).	
3	The	scope	relation	depends	on	the	linguistic	notion	of	c-command:	A	is	under	the	
scope	of	B	if	A	is	c-commanded	by	B,	where	“c-commanded	by”	means	A	is	dominated	
by	a	sister	constituent	of	B.	This	explains	the	ungrammaticality	of	(4):	any,	appearing	in	
the	subject	position,	is	not	c-commanded	by	not,	and	is	therefore	outside	the	scope	of	
Accepted	for	publication	in	Language	Teaching	Research,	September	2017	
Running	head:	Negation	in	the	second	language	classroom	
 35 
negation	(See	Carnie	(2013)	for	more	on	c-command	and	scope	(pp.	127–128	and	402–
403).)	
4	Another	subtype	of	the	affective	polarity	item	any	is	“free	choice”	any,	as	in	Anybody	
can	come	to	the	party,	where	any(body)	has	the	sense	of	‘everybody’,	unlike	in	
examples	(1-8)	where	any	receives	the	existential	reading	‘some…’.	We	do	not	
consider	free	choice	any	in	this	paper,	because	its	distribution	is	not	sensitive	to	
negation.		
5	A	reviewer	queried	whether	9	seconds	was	not	too	long	to	exclude	participants	
resorting	to	explicit	knowledge.	This	timing	was	arrived	at	based	on	piloting,	and	taking	
into	account	that	participants	in	Marsden	et	al.	(2017)	included	less	advanced	learners	
who	would	need	more	time	for	processing.	We	cannot	guarantee	that	participants	did	
not	use	explicit	knowledge.	We	note,	following	Loewen	(2009),	that	research	is	still	
needed	to	determine	the	optimal	timing	for	sentence	presentation	in	paced	
judgement	tasks,	but	9	seconds	lies	within	the	range	(3–10	seconds)	that	Loewen	
found	in	previous	studies	that	aimed	to	avoid	use	of	explicit	knowledge.	
6	It	is	worth	noting	that	lexical	semantic	negators	are	not	rare,	or	technical,	vocabulary.	
Many	are	classed	as	high	frequency	words	in	van	Heuven,	Mandeera,	Keuleers	and	
Brysbaert’s	(2014)	word	frequency	database	(e.g.,	hardly,	rarely,	deny,	without).	
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7	In	addition	to	possible	effects	of	grammar	instruction,	it	is	certainly	likely	that	
frequency,	at	structure	or	word	level,	could	play	a	role	in	the	developmental	pattern	
seen	in	our	data.	As	reported	in	Marsden	et	al.	(2017),	research	using	the	British	
National	Corpus	shows	that	around	two-thirds	of	instances	of	any	are	found	in	
negation	or	question	structures,	while	lexical	semantic	negation	accounts	for	only	1.8%	
of	cases	(Lin,	2015).	Within	lexical	semantic	negation,	collocational	strength	of	the	
lexical	semantic	negator	with	any	could	also	play	a	role.	The	present	study	was	not	
designed	to	investigate	this,	and	in	what	follows,	we	focus	on	grammar	instruction.	
However,	we	agree	with	a	reviewer	that,	any	development	of	teaching	materials	that	
aimed	to	use	our	grammar	instruction	suggestions	(below)	could	at	the	same	time	
exploit	insights	from	research	on	collocations	and	frequency	effects	in	language	
learning	(e.g.,	Bardovi-Harlig	&	Stringer,	2017;	Ellis,	1996,	2012).	Indeed,	such	an	
endeavour	would	be	desirable.		
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Appendix:	Textbooks	included	in	analysis,	listed	by	series	
	
Note.	The	core	student	book	was	consulted	in	all	cases,	rather	than	any	supplementary	
materials	such	as	workbooks.		
	
Cutting	Edge	/	New	Cutting	Edge,	Pearson	Education	(Harlow):	
Starter	 Cunningham,	S.,	&	Redston,	C.	with	Moor,	P.	(2002).		
Elementary	 Cunningham,	S.,	&	Moor,	P.	with	Eales,	F.	(2005).		
Pre-intermediate		 Cunningham,	S.,	&	Moor,	P.	with	Comyns	Carr,	J.	(2005).	
Intermediate	 Cunningham,	S.,	&	Moor,	P.	(2005).	
Upper	Intermediate	 as	above		
Advanced		 Cunningham,	S.,	&	Moor,	P.	with	Comyns	Carr,	J.	(2003).		
	
English	for	Life,	Oxford	University	Press	(Oxford):	
Elementary	 Hutchinson,	T.	(2007).	
Pre-intermediate	 as	above	
Intermediate	 Hutchinson,	T.	(2009).	
	
English	Unlimited,	Cambridge	University	Press	(Cambridge):	
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Starter	 Doff,	A.	(2010).		
Elementary	 Tilbury,	A.,	Clementson,	T.,	Hendra,	L.	A.,	&	Rea,	D.	(2010).		
Pre-intermediate	 as	above		
Intermediate	 Rea,	D.,	&	Clementson,	T.,	with	Tilbury,	A.,	&	Hendra,	L.	A.	
(2011).		
Upper	Intermediate	 Tilbury,	A.,	&	Hendra,	L.	A.,	with	Rea,	D.,	&	Clementson,	T.	
(2011).		
Advanced	 Doff,	A.,	&	Goldstein,	B.	(2011).		
	
Keynote,	National	Geographic	Learning	(Andover).	
Intermediate	 Dummett,	P.,	Stephenson,	H.,	&	Lansford,	L.	(2016).		
Upper	Intermediate	 Stephenson,	H.,	Lansford,	L.,	&	Dummett,	P.	(2016).		
	
New	English	File,	Oxford	University	Press	(Oxford):	
Elementary	 Oxenden,	C.,	Latham-Koenig,	C.,	&	Seligson,	P.	(2004).		
Pre-intermediate	 as	above		
Intermediate	 Oxenden,	C.,	&	Latham-Koenig,	C.	(2006).		
Upper	Intermediate	 as	above	
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Total	English,	Pearson	Education	(Harlow):	
Elementary	 Foley,	M.,	&	Hall,	D.	(2005).		
Pre-intermediate	 Acklam,	R.,	&	Crace,	A.	(2005).		
Upper	Intermediate	 as	above		
Intermediate		 Clare,	A.,	&	Wilson,	J.J.	(2006).		
	
